In my opinion, when they cleaned the walk-
way up the 24 inches, they would also clean this
up.  That is why that S&S was S&S, that is
why it was marked in negligence in the gravity.

In explaining Citation No. 2200849, April 28, 1983, and
Citation No. 2199899, April 19, 1983, which simply state that
clear travelways of at least 24 inches were not provided along
both sides of certain conveyor belts, Inspector Melvin explained
that portions of the walkways concerned him because roof falls
had occurred which obstructed the travelways (Tr. 29-31).
He conceded that if the walkways contained tripping hazards,
had coal accumulations present, or presented hazards at
unguarded belt roller or pinch point locations, he could have
issued citations citing the specific mandatory standards which
apply to those situations rather than relying on the safeguard
notice (Tr. 32-36).

Mr. Melvin testified that the cited conveyor belts
were in active workings and they were required to be examined.
He also indicated that belt examiners are required to walk
the belts, and that they usually travel the "best side" of
the belts.  Howeverr if the travelways are obstructed by rock
falls or coal accumulations, the belt examiners will not
inspect those sides of the belt because they do not have ready
access to the areas {Tr. 37-41).

Inspector Melvin confirmed that all of the cited belt
conveyors are used only to transport coal and that none of
them are designated as mantrips.  He also confirmed that the
hazards that the citations address concern people who happen
to be walking along the travelways.  He identified these
individuals as three belt examiners who walk the belts daily,
and two individuals who take care of the head rollers (Tr. 49-
50) .

On cross-examination, Inspector Melvin stated that mine
personnel continuously shovel at the belt conveyor head or
dumping point (Tr. 58).  He confirmed that there is no requirement
that belt examiners walk both sides of the belt (Tr. 59).
With regard to the one "S&S" citation, Mr. Melvin explained
his rationale as follows (Tr. 68-69):

Q.  My last questions had to do with signifi-
cant and substantial.  I am still not entirely
clear.  Was the coal accumulation actually
extending on to the walkway?

430 one.
